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T PREFACE .

. These -guidelines represent the partial completion of the fifst phase of a, three-phase
comprehensive study of discipline in the schools of the Commonwealth. In preparmg a document
of this type, the Task Force on Student Responsibility and Discipline attempted to present a
practical, reasoned approach to the complex issue of student eonduct and to provide clear direction
for schools as they deal on a daily basis with the difficult problem .of] student discipline.

Several of the major objeetlves outlined by the Co(mmlsswher for Basic Education m his
charge to the task force have not, however been realized in this guideline statement. Missing
is a detailed treatment of the options to the traditional disciplinary actions of suspension and
expulsl-og and a thorough consideration of the full range of altemative disciplinary programs.
To fully meet these objectives, the task force is presently preparing an addendum to these guidelines
which will contain examples 6f a wide range of d1s01plmary techniques. programs and practices
that have proven successful in the schools. The distribution of thxs addendunr will mark the

-— completion of Phase I of-the study

4

-

., At the time of the publication of these guidelines. a second task force has been created
to deal specifically with the most serious types of student misconduct. including acts of violence
aﬁd vandalism This activity represents‘Phase I of the discipline study.

0

The same- group which prepared .this document will undertake a final th1rd phase of the
study. Early next. year the Task Force on Student Responsibility and Dlsqplme will be reconvened
to identify positive prog‘}gams for creating more responsible student behavior and to explore
methods of preventing discipline problem before they occur.

Pnor to the start of the 1977-78 school year, all three phases of the comprehensive study
on discipline should be concluded. and the various reports and recommendations should be
published for distnbutien. : ) : 1
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L INTROPUCTION:

'_ ~ . ,'(, P ] N y -
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" For the past several years there has%%%a growing concem in the educational community -

_over what has been viewed s a general dete¥foration in student conduct. All types of discipline_

problems’ appear to be on the increase, and, the fost nous ones, which place the safety and
welfare of students and teachefs in jeopardy, are growxﬁ at an alarming rate. At the same titne,
policies and practices which for years have been effectivg in dealing with misconduct and in
shaping responsible student,behavijor no longer seem to have the,desired impact. Similarly educators

_ ofteg+ find these traditional dlsmplmary responses to be’ totally inappropriate for the type and

seriousness of infractions with which they must now deal Simply stated, educators find themselves
in a situation in which acts of student misconduct have béen. increasing while the repertoire

of effe}:tlve dlsclplmary respo’nses have been shrinking. o
- . '

These major concems of educutors over the general deterioration in student conduct ‘have .
been further reinforced by a Congressional Report which calls attention to the growing number
of violent acts. such as rape, murder, extortion and gang warfare,” going on in the schools This
same report places a $500,000,000 national price tag on acts of student vandalism. It is not
surprising, therefore, that a 1975 Gallup Poll reported that school violence and vandalism ranked
8th among the public's educatlonal concems. . 2
. ’
It was) against this backdrop# of mounting concérn on the part of educators and the .
general public alike that Frank "Manchéster, Commissioner for Basic Education,ecalled for the-
creation of a special task force to deal with probl€ms of responsibility and dlsmplme In discussing N\,
the need for such an undertaking, Dr. Manchester noted:

N

9

-
s

Last year, the stat'e developed a statement on student rights. ,
and_responsibilities that outlined copstitutional rights. of student . ‘
clearly protected as a result of state and national court actions. In

- addition, guidelines were provided in these areas where there was )
no clear legal mandate. The statement focused principally on the
- rights of*students in an attempt to respond to actual or pendmg
court cases. , : . '
The responsibilities component of the stMement consisted only
of a brief set of geneYalizations about student responsibilities. It R
now seems appropriate to address more specifically the issue of what
kind of behavior should be expected of students in the
Commonwealth secondary schgols and what the schools can do
to produce more responsible behavior on the part of students. The
", respon51b1ht1es component, in short needs to be developed
The need for action in this area is buttressed by the contmued
» press reports of increased violence and disruptive behavior in the
schools and by recent studies of the use ofsuspenswns in the schools .
such as the one conducted by *the Children's Defensg Fund. The P
schools must move now, before community or court.actions limit -
_ their ablhty to respond.

P
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With the assist ance of t’he Pumsylvuma Association of Seeondary School Principuls, 21 school
districts werg LhObCI] to partlcnpate on the task force. These districts were selected to msure
appropriate repreeuttatnon on the basis of size, geographic location.and type of school eommumty
The task force whs charged with the m.uor respensibility of prepating’ a set of gwmdehnes which
could be used by school districts to improve their discipline system$ and ~to develop more
responsible §tudent behaviot. Through the spreparation of gmdelmes the task force would attempt

ﬁ to h"- .d' v, . . ) \ - ,

N .

- \ - Prepar¢ a framework whmh sdmol districts could’ use in developn% a dnsuplme system
« +,or student conduct code. -, .o . T ... -
/ . - -
- Recomm.end a structur@ otor eategorlzmv types of student mlsbehawor and for applymg
Cu ’ “fair and. equztablc’ dlscmlmary responseﬂ to these categories. . -

. -
) - Broaden the. overall range of dlmphnary alternatives avallable n the school. s
- Suggest options to the tradxt;onal- disciplinary gctfons of suspension ang expulsnon.
" . r - Pl .

. +

¢

[-] . <
- Estgblish standards of appropriate or desirable student l)ehavlor. el

- Pregent model programs which have proven effeetzve in developm" greater student
res onsnblhty and pOSltm bchavnor

- . Idgntify resourceg outside of the Sehool eapdble of ™ handlmg the most serious types .
) of student misconduct.

- b - [

jpvenile justice system. - ‘\

Afte completion of a first draft of the guidelines, the task force was expanded to mclude
representgtives from several of the profgssional educatiogal organizations. This 33-member group
reviewed And revised the draft, putting it mto final form dweptable for thstnbutloﬁ to the schools.

. In fhat regard, if scems unnecessary to acknowledge the” part the task forco played i the
] develop ent of this publication. With the exception of editing.and prmtmg by department staff,
these fuidelines dnd recommendations reflect the total effort of this § group of dedicated mdxviduals
Spemal note should be made, however, of the u’hlque contribution of a three-member wntmg‘
team ‘gppointed. by the task force to translate the gencral ideas developed 1n the group's
dehber tlczns into the specific language contamed in the accompanymg pages. The wrxtmg team
mclud d: ) . .
Peter Flynn, . ) R
Assistant Superintendent o

Harrisburg City Schools : : R

Robert Cooper : \ ’

Director of Pupil Personnel Services R . “
Conestoga Valley School District ‘

]

~a

Dave Sheneman - . : ’ ‘
Assistant Principal ¥ ! .
Bradford Area School District ~ + / o g

]
-

~
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STUDENT MISCONDUCT/DISCIPLINARY - .
‘ ™ * RESPONSE STRUCTURE \ .
J‘ N *a Y - - ' ..

: ' * - ) » i ‘ \
. Central to any effective school discipline system is that clement which presents the categornes \
of student *misbehaviars or infractions as well as thé prescribed disciplinary responses or
punishments associated with each. This element serves several important functions. First, 1t 1s
.. through its articulatign that students, parents and school staff come to learr which types of
" “student behavior are unacceptablg and to upderstand the consequences of these acts. o
. . N ¢ ! < ) . . ,
In additlon\to ‘communicating to the school ‘community important information about the *
. discipline system, this, pairing of misbehaviors and disciplinary responses also serves as a point .
) of refereirce Tor policy making. All practices and -procedures relating.to student conduct and .
discipling should be directly tied to this element. For exarhple, the disciplinaty referral and records .
sysfem,’ the hearing procedures and all of ifie day-torday practices assodtated with, the actual J s
applicatiéna\..g‘f dfsqn ine by school staff should onginate in tlus infraction,’regi)onse component.
N [ . .o . .

-~

-y Vo . R . .
Finally. 1t is through the ‘carcful development o* these sategofies of misconduct and their
appropriagge pairing with arange of sound disciplinary responses and Sptions that the_school
attempts'‘to insure that jts disciplinary practices and procedures will be consistent. rcasonable,
o wdar a*hd,iequnablg. This_aspect of fairness and reasonableness takgs on added significance at this_
- particular time. when school disciplinary actions are being challinged and are emerzing as the
) centgal®issue in a growing body of litigation. v . Co
2 1 . X . ’ ‘ .
As an acknowledgment. of the importance it placed on -this aspect of discipline system
s development, the Commissioner's"]"ask Force on Student Responsibility and Dis¢ipline undertook -
as its first activity the preparation of ‘a Student Misconduct/Disciplinary Response Structure. Tlus
scheme, presented my, outline form in the accompanying cha (see\page 6 anq 7 . ), was
designed to - provide schools with firection in developing a n® student discipline system or to .
serve as a reference point.for eth«g in conducting a critical review of an established system.
: * \ . .
In preparing ‘this structure, the task force worked through a process which could be
~  recommended for use by local committegs engaged in Similar activity at the distrigt level. Using . t
information supplied by a sample of 50 secondary schools,on the incidence of s¥udent misconduct

and itypical discipline responses, the task force: . : .

S 1. Compiled a fairly comi)rehensive list of typical student misbehaviors and disciplinary
. | responses. .
2. A'ssigne('l individual misbehaviors to clusters.on the, basis of their relationship to one
anothgr. g oy

S 3. Refined these clusters into clearly defired ‘misconduct‘ gategories.
. . \‘ * s . v .

4. Assignéd appropriate disciplinary tesponses to each misconduct category.

.. -policy dévelopment.- a . . !

k4

- 5. "Tied these catego'ries together indo a logical structure having cle\_ar implications for further

o e

:As"’z; result of this five-sfep process, the task force was able to develop the accompanying
chart. "This chart defines four levels of misconduct,; provides six or eight typical examples of
. misbehaviors Wwhich fall info each and .lists in a rough priority order e responkes most -
' approp‘rria;ely used at each level. The fask force members did not intend the_list of examples
and optiaps to beé all-inclusive or applicable to all schools. The members strongly urge-each school
. 'to gerterate' its own list of student offenses and to pair these with the appropriate disciplinary
opfions. available in that unique’ sétting. : )

L] . -

"o D - . ‘ . 4
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Categories. of Misconduct ' Yo, T ¢
In reviewing this chart, 1t quickly becomgs apparent that it reprnsmts a continuum of

. misbehaviors based on the semousness of the act and the frequency of occurrence. Therefore,
the nfractons classified at. LEVEL [ aré relatively minor and involve acts which only mnumalll

disrupt -the.orderly conduct of the educational process Often these LEVEL | mr,sbnhawors take .

thc form of simple classroom disturbances which do not matcna]]y terfere with the learming
of other students or wluch mvolve minor infractions ofsamral school rules and represent no
threat to the hedlth and safety of others. By contrast*LEVEL IV misconducts mvolve criminal

acts and are so serious that they represcnt a dircct and imrmediate threat to the wglfare of other-

individuals. Thesp acts always requrre the infervention of law ‘enforcement authontics.

At the two h,vds bc\\wﬂ these extremes., thekerrousm >5s Of the mrsconduu remains a primary

. classification factor. but the frequeney of occurrence also plays a srgmﬁuan't role in d¢termining
the. most appropriate diseiphinary rgsponse. For example. minor misconduct appropriately classified
at LEVEL I could move to LEVEL II and subsequently to LEVEL III if the act persisted after
-mtervention had been attempted at alower level. Although the seriousness of the mfraction remains
the same. the frequeney of occurpence requires that 1t be clussified "at a higher level where a
different set of disciphnary responses- could be applied. . :

’

” .
In terms of scriousness. most LEVEL Il musbehaviers could probably be characterized as

"victunless tnfractiohs, " “since they genesally do nof dnvolve the welfure of others but could have

4 scrious efféct on the student's own education. On the <])thu hand, misconducts in, LEVEL

Il take on added «vravrty l)u,dllsg, thuy frequently involve a violation of the personal or property
- nghts of others.

" “ Discipline Procedures and Response Options

Accompanymg the categories of misconduct in the chart afe the procedurcs and dis'ciplmar'y
options sugested for use at cach level. Proccdures fre viewed as minimal actions which must
take place at cach level. Options, on the other hand. include the range of disciplinary alternatives

which. might appropnately be applied to the infraction. By way of illustration. LEVEL 111 .

infractigns call. for several procedural actions, among which are thegequirement of a disciplinary

conference with the parent and restrtutron for ar‘r}#]oss or damage resulting from the mrswnduct )

«

Along with t]lusn actions®is a list of options which anay be apphcd in certain srtuatrons
to remediate or punish any act of misconduct mn that level. Since the options included in the
chart have been selected so that they-fit the types of misbehaviors, the 'structure begins with
those which are the least punitive and. progresses through the levels to those which are more
severe. Similarly, 1t should be noted that the amount of forntality, flexibilitv and discretion
)xercrsed m applying these drsuphnary responses also changes markedly from LEVEL I to LEVEL

IV. As the relative seriousness of the act or rnfractron mncrease, -the responses and options take'

on a more formal, lirhited and fixed character X

The previously noted attempt ,to match the seriousne’ss of the misconduct with the severity
Of the disciplinary action would suggest that it would be reasonable in some, instances to use
options from a lower lgvel to deal with higher level infractions. The converse, hpweyer, is not
recommended. Higher leved options arc not recommended for use at lower levels. Those more
severe options should be employed for less serious infractions only when the offense is repeated
or when .the lower level optrops fail to correct the misconduct. ¥n the case of LEVEL 1V, the
gravity of the misconduct and ‘the requirement to involve .Jaw enforcement authorities serve to
limit the number of, options available t6 the admiistrator :md, m large part, prechude the use
of most optjns presogibed for the lower levels. - o

. o -
t o, s , B * B . -
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- ) . Other Dimensions of the" Structure - -

In additon to the misconduct/response classification scheme, the accompanying structure

* has several other important dimenstons. Two.Zof these I not readlly apparcntqn reading the

chart and therefore need to be hrg.hh;,htr.d
R o«
Staff Responsibilities - - o . . T
s ¢ em m e " - P
in order for the mlSCOHdULt, Tesponse ‘tructure to be translated-into an effective drsuplme
system, each member Gf the school staff must thomugh[\ zuzderstand . the structure and must

accept responsibility for making the system work. ‘Bachets who assume that therr role is strictly

' %o teach_and that student drsupllm is somewne clse's JOb dre. as much 1n £ITor as administrators

who hold that the 500(1 teacher can Jhandle all problems af studerft disciphine without any outside

‘help. = ‘ . , ~,

- .
.
- - . Wy “

Although _every staff member plays a part in. the overall §}7stem, the structyre presented
on the chart offes implicrt direction as to the mdividuals who would have some primary
responsrblht\ ‘for the drsciplinary altion at chch level, At LEVEL 1 this responsibility falls mainly,
on the Teacher, since misbehavior at this level usuall} otcurs in the classrooOm or other settings
under the teacher's control or supervrsron Occastonally, the teacher will have to Call on otHer

usually do not requifc, the intervention of thc administration.

people. such.as thé pupil personnel “service staff, for assistance. but themses at this devel

)

By their nature, the 1}1$aelrons at LEVELS I and Il almost always require that a building
administrator be jnvolved n the uction. At these levels, misbehaviors are serious enough_or occur
often enough to demand special attention from someone other than the teacher. In addition,
acts such as truancy or class-cutting require the usc of responses whr‘eh are usually not av\a,rlable

~to mstruetlonal staff. V¢ry often, suppSrt staff are mvolved at these levels, as zge resource persons

from community agencies.

o - ~ . Py

-,

! Although the building pnn;{pal would almost always bé involved with LEVEL lV infractions,
these are’so serious and the discipline response so sevare that they would requyre the direct
involvement of the chief school administrator, a special disciplinary .commiittee or the 'boa_rd of
sehool direetors. As noted earlier, offenses at this level usually go beyond the capacity of the
school” disclpline system and almqst always draw upon law enforcemenx authorities.

~ 2

Drscrplme Referral and Record Keeping . A '

It wa not possible. to include in the chart much‘mformatron on the reférral and reegrd keepmg
procedured essential fo the effegtive use of this four-level structure. However, certain assumptrons
are made about these procedures in the ways the levels .are defined. For example, some type
of referral process would be required to systematically dring unresotved LEVEL | misconducts
to the attention of the administration for action at LEVEL 11, A disciplinary referral of this

- type (from staff to admunistrator) would typicglly contain a statement of the problem and its

possible cause, the stepS which have been taken to correct the mrsbehavror and any
recommendations for action by the admmrstrator v

. - A T
’
..
- .

Similar refefral and reeord keepm;, procedures would need to be established for each leel.
The systematic development, and use of *discipline referrals and records .insures that an agcurate
history of the problem wr{ be -available as part of any hearing or appeal process. It further
demaonstrates that-a system of prescribed policies and procedures are used in arriving at fair and
equrtable disciplinary actions. More important, hdwever, is the'part these procedures play in
remegiating, the problem. By having the school staff fully aware of the ways in whreh _disciplinary
referrals are handled at each_ level, efforts to €orrect the misconduct'may be initiated promptly.
Similarly, by mamtammg accurate dlsqrplme records, we increase the, chance that a full range
of options will have béen used in the cffort to change “the student havior,

’ .
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STUDENT MISCONDUCT/

. unauthorized substances

. 2 . RESPONSE |
LEVELS - ."EXAMPLES
~s T n )
o . . . 3 X 3 [
. S O
I.  Minor m¥ dVlO{' on.the. part of the student Whléh impedes " Clafsroom distrubance
orderly claSstoom procedures or mterferes with the orderly Classroom tardiness *
operation of the school. - Cheating and lying .
- _ Abusive language °-
“ These musbehaviors cun usually be handled by an Nondefiant fuilure to complete
individual staff member but*somc@imes require the intervention asslgnments or carry out
of other school support personnel. . directions -
K ) ¥ ) ? ' N N s
Y " T &
1. Msbehavior whose frequcnc; or serT'uuTlvsg tends to .dis- _ Continuation of unmodified
' rupt  the~ learning climate - qf the school.. ~ & - LEVEL 1 mnsbehav:or ~
S - School Tardiness
These nfractions, which usually result  from the ' . Truancy
continuation of LEVEL [ misbehaviors, require the mterventlon K Smoking 1n unauthonud areas
of personnel on the administrative level because ‘the &xecution " Using forged notes or excuses '
of LEVEL 1 disciplinary options hus failed to correct fhe - Disruptive classtoom behavior
ssituation. Also included. in this level are misbchaviors which - - Cutting’ class ot
. do not represent a direct threat to the health and safety of . . . :
others but whose educational consequences are serious enough . i ~ L L
torequire corrective action on ‘the part of administrative ) *
personnel - - . ‘ * \ ﬁ
S Ac] : .
- et P oy 3 .
[lI.  Acts dlrected agains persons or property but whose conse- - Fighting (simple) 'y ‘
quences do not seriously endanger the heaith or safety of e Vandalism (minor) )
others in the &chogl. ° . " "Possession/use of unauthorized
T a substances
These acts _ might be considered criminal but most Stealing 4 ) -
.- frequently can be handled by the dlscnplmary mechanism in Threats t0 other§ S N
the school. Corrective measures which” the school should . )
undertake, however, depend ‘on the extent of the school's . -~
. resources for remédiating the situation in.the best intérests of
" -all_students. - .
N R, . :P'
"' R “ 43‘ .- ~ ’ ] .. . ‘
IV. Acts which result in violence to another's person or property ‘Unmodified LEVEL 1
" or which pose a direct-threat to the safety of others in the . misconducts .
school— . Extortion
. - Bomb threat . ¥
ese acts are clearly criminal and are so serjous that they Possession/use/transfer of
always require administrative actions which result in the . dangex;ous weapons -
immediate removal of the student {rom school, thetintervention - Assault/battery
of law enforcement authorltles angL actlon by “the board of Vandalism -
school directors. % »;xg i -\~ Theft/possession/sale of stolén
’ i . property '
N - T : Arson ) ;
o ;,;‘ ' Furnishing/selling/possession  of
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The student is’ immediately removed from - the school’

“ environment. Parents [ notified. 4

.

Schoo} officials contact law enforcement agency
and assist in prosecuting offender. - . )

A complete and accurate report
superintendent for board action:

. ——

is subrﬁitted to tﬁe

The student js given a full due process hearing before the board.

° . . .
“ .
3 ey
s

o . ‘
DISCIPLINARY __ ) ’ .
STRUCTURE R A~ . .
r
. ‘ ; . . DISCIPLINARY °
( PROCEDURES -, ~ - OPTIONS/RESPONSES
: . g ‘ . \ Verbal reprimand’ NN
7o s There i$ immechate intervention by the sfaff mémber who is Spectal assignment
he supervising the 'stl)dent or 'who observes the nwsbehavior. Behavioral contract
. ) ' \ ) . ’ . Counseling N
Repeated misbehavior requires a parerit/teacher conference ; » Withdrawal of privileges
) conference with the counselor and/or adm:ﬁbs%rﬁ@z;. ——Time-out room. - °
» . i L o - Strict supervised study
’ . A proper. andJ: te_record of the offenses and diseiplinary” Demerits . )
action is maiptained by the staff wember, - . Detention . . .
Cx e . R ) s ’ ) T
The, student 1s referred to the 'a,dmipistr?ltoc for appropriate Teacher/schedule change -
" disciplinary~action. . - . . Modified day K
. ) , . Behavior modification
-, The admimstrator mects with the stydent and/of teacher and Time-release program’
. . effects, the most appropriate respons ) Social " probation -
' e Peer counsehng B 3
: The . teacher ‘is informed of the admigfs¥ator's action. Referral to outside agency . ..
’ N ) . Paddling -~ .
A proper and accurate record of the offense dhd the disciplinary In-house suspension -
. ~action is maintained by the administrator. Transter -
.- A parental conference is held.
i The administrator initiates disciplinary action by investigating: , Temporary removal from class
the infractiop and conferring with staff’ on the extenf of the ' Social adjustment classes  °
2 COnsequences. ‘ > Homebound. instruction
’ : ) Alterhative program K
The administrator meets with the student and. confers with the Temporary 4 out-of-school
parent’ about the stydent's misconduct and the resulting ‘suspension  °-.
disciplinary action. . : Full out-of-school suspension
.- ) N , ,
A proper and accurate record of offenses qand\ disciplinary
7 actions is maintained bwge the administrator. <
! .There is eritution of propefty and damages. -
. .- The administrator ve{{ﬁes the offense, confers with the staff Expulsion ° ’
involved and meets (_?tgith student. - gl ¥ Al.tematii';ea\schools

Other board action which results -
in appropriate placement
(see discussion of expulsion

issie) |« *,

/
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* Issue . ‘ -

.. - ISSWES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
. - ¥ .

* The task force clearly intended the misconduct/resp_onse Mructure to serve as more than
‘a, mere illustration or simple classiﬁsation sch,eme The members designed it in sufficient detail

W

total discipline systdm. They also hoped that the structure would be sufficiently oomprehenslve
and flexible to meet the variety and range of problems which exist from district to district.

It Was clear to the members from the start that developing a structure with both wide

.apphcablhty and adequate spec1ﬁc1ty would be difficult. Above, all, they were aware ;hat no

scheme, however carefully concelved could incorporate enough of the necessary elements 'to cover
. all of the disciplinary~problems which tould-arise in all of the schaols of the Commonwealth.
"To’ ehmmate all ambiguity, some members felt that a glossary, which would more spegifieally
defineythe terms used in the document,” shoul® be included. Others felt that certain concepts
.should be presented in greater detail- Ultimately, it was the consensus of the group that, while
these might be desirable in certain 1nstances their overall effect would be to limit the flexibility

by the structure and remove from the school district some of the discretion 1t must exercise in
€

- creatlng a structure des1gned to..meet’ its needs. , . :

A

Consequently, dunng the task force discussion, there arose a number of 1mp0rtant issues
and concems to which the classification structure did not appear to apply d1rectfy or abeft which
the model provided no recommended course of action. In attempting to deal with this limitation,
the - task force developed the following:section, which presents a brief overview of several of
" these issues and recommends _procedurgs w'hlch could be used in conjunction with the
m;sbehawor/response structure. , .

LY -
. . 1 s [3

. Stspensions . _ )

o,
B

°
- -

“Out-of-school suspens10n has’ been and continues to be, one of the most widely used
dlsc1plmary actions. Heavy reliance on 'this form of punishment persists in the face of mounting
“ _public concernand despite certain restrictions -resulting from the student rights movement and
court, actlor{ . .

Regardmg the general dse of out-of-school suspens'lon educators appear to be in fundamental

agrebment on three points. First, they concur—-that this singular disciplinary response is probably
overused and often applied to situations where the seriousness of the miscounduct does not merit
puttmg the student out of gchool. Second, they “affirm tile long acknowledged fact that this

form of disciplinary action has little impact on many students Evidence pointing to the repeated‘
_use of out-of-school su lg)ensmn with the same students shows that it often fails to correct the

misconduct to which it i% being applied. Finally, even though strong arguments are being developed
to eliminate this- response, educators are in general agreement that the out-ofschool suspenslon
must 'be retained as a djsciplinary -option. . . .
’ ‘s, L

In defendxng this practice, they nqte that out-of¥chool suspensions are qurte effective in
detemng and"’ remed1at1ng certain student_misbehaviors and that they are essential in certain
s1tuaaons as a "cooling off procedure of/( as a way of removing a threat to the safety and welfare
of other students. . .

. .
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i+ Issue . o R

* that they no longer bear any relationship to the relative seribusness of the offense.

Reconimgndations

1. 'Each school district should critically examine its policy and practice relating to the
use of oug-ofschool suspensions. This review should attempt to determine if-the infractions or
misbehaviors warrant the stud_ent's;removgl from school. A4s a rule of thumb, out-of-s/éhool

- suspensions would be most appropriately used for misbehaviors which materially disrupt the .
~educational-process or- which. ppse a threat to the- safetyand welfare-of-others.- Thisform-of —-—— |
discipline might be employed far less serious offenses which recur, but seldom in response to

“ the first instance of the misbehavior. «

-

This. recommended review might_also be used .0 assess-the degree to which outof-school
suspensions are effective in reducing or eliminating. the incidence of student misconduct. Where
_suspensions are repeated and obviously are- having iittle impact, some other disciplinary option

s}iould ‘be sought. - e B

AR .. . AR . )

2., Where out-of-school suspensions are frequently used or are found to be generally
ineffective, the district should create an in-school sufpension option. While in-school suspension

differs from the regular program in that there is a lack of movement from .class to class and ,
a loss of privilege. such ‘as intramurals.' it. nevertheless provides the student with planned and ’
supervised _instruction in the basic subjects. Since an in-school suspension program would alow
the student to remain in school and to maintun a program of studies while under supervision,
this response ‘would be considered less pustitive "than removing the student from. schcol and,
.therefore, would - be appropriate for a wider rihge of infractions. ) ‘ .

[

. -~
= . . v, . ~

Repeated Infractions -~ = ° ' . o : o

i
8

Every. school discipline system must be .able’ fo cope with the problem of repeated
misbehaviors by the same student. Often these infractions are relatively minor but take on greater
significance because they persist after disciplinary ‘action has been taken. Administrators usually

respond to this situation in one of two ways. . o .

First, they may-deal with the repeated miscondixct by appbying the same remedy over and
over, often in progressively larger doses. By way of example, a student may. receive five or six
suspensions for repeated infractions of the smoking rules, or accumulate 40 or 50 nights of
detention as a result of continued tardiness. Very often, the penalty accumulates to a point wheré .
it cannot be readily enforced. i : : ) : \

[ .y

-~

Second, they may attack.the problem by‘applying prbgressivel_y hafs_her responses to each
recurrence of the misbehavior. In this way the responses rapidly grow in Severity to a point

il ~

In preparing the misbehavior/respénse structure, the task force at;émpted to provide guidance
on the issue of repeated infractions. The scheme therefore provides for the reclassification of
misbehaviors which continue after intervention, The task force felt, however, that additional

‘recommendations were required to assist schéols in implementing pect of the model.
2 p ' T . 7 . f ~ . )
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Recommendations ‘
1. Euach dlstrn,t shoulcg)nsmy:r establishing lirnits on the number of times a disciplinary
reSponse such as detentlon or suspemlon wn}l be used with a studcnt Responses swhich fazl

‘the most serous a(,ts and not applied to cases of minor ﬂTrﬁn‘c*mrsbehavw

- »

2. To deal effectively with repeated mf.actlo..s a w1de range of dlscmlmary op ions must
be avalable. Each school district should examine the range of dlsuplmary options ayailable to
deal with chronic offenders. Where these options appear limited, "an effort should made to
expand the number. In addition, schools should develop procedures for the sequential pplication
of these options based on the frequency of the mlsbchawor This_procedure woulg prescribe
the action which would be taken for the ﬁrst Cter.ond or third occyrrence of the infraction.

r '

Dealing with Criminal Violations (LEVEL 1V)
- —

. « v
Issue o, -

*
3

Tha(e Is considerable confusmn about the role of the school in ﬁlandlin 1scon

feel that dlscrplmary action by the school agamst students who are turned over to the uthonjnes
for legal action mlght eonstrtute “double ]copard) In, thebt cases. students awartm aTlearmg

the school as well as a general detenoratron of stydent morale and dlscrplmé
Recommendations oo RS o

1, Due to the seriousness of LEVEL IV offenses, the student's continued presence in school
would consﬁtute a threat to other petsons and would have a negative impact on the general ‘
moralg of the school. Verified LEVEL IV misconduct should result in the tmmedtate removal'
of the student from the schopl, pending a hearing before the board. . .

2. Schools are obligated to report these offenses to the appropriate law enforcement, agency
and to assist these agencies in investigating and prosecuting tite offender. In cases of assaul and/or
battery on a student or school employe, it is incumbent upon these persons to press chargés.
The district should encourage this practice and give full support to the aggrieved individual m’
Athe legal pursurt of. the /matter.

3. . A student charged with LEVEL IV misconduct should be given a full due process haﬁﬁg
before the board, which should take prompt and appropriate action. Since disciplinary action’
. by™~the school in criminal matters does not constitute "double Jeopardy the board need not
awart the dlspbsrtlon of the hearing or trial.




Expulsion®

Issue" ' B ':' ©t
Expulsion is generally consndered to be the most sevefe penalty the school can impose. Smce
expulsion involves the termmatlon. of the educational right, full due process is required and the

- action fs often subject to challenge in the courts. With the adoption of the State Board Regulations

on Student Rights and Responsibilities, there has been a growing reluctance on the part of some

~districts to use the disciplinary action of expulsion. At the same time, however, there appears -

to be a growing number of acts of misconduct which would be seri enough to merit this

action. In districts which do not have alternative programs ‘to deal wi students who have .

commltted LEVEL 1V infractions or who pose a clear danger to the welfare\and safety of others,
the student is- aIlowed to remain in school or 1s expelled without any provisions for further

) educatlon

~

Recommendations .

- ’ IS

1. Distiicts should develop dlsc1plme altemanves which will enable them to remove

dangerous students from the school program and provide them thh some’ form of education..

These alternatives should be designed so that they could: be used in place of expulsion and also

. offered to students who have been expelled and are unable to secure an education.

e’

school to protect the welfare of others and whére no alternative forms of discipline are avallable
the district has an obllga’uon to initiate expulsnon

- . - . B . gg f’“&‘-’"“-,’ . ’*‘:’,
' ‘ : e - ) ' . T A
’ Restriction on Extracumcular Activities
e . ‘As a Discipline Opt:on ’

- .,

I:”ssue" .

In responding to student misconducts, $cho frequently use the. dlscxphnary action which
prevents the offending student from participating in social functions of the school or in

extracurricular or cocurricular activities. This form of dlsaplmary response is. employed in dealing

with a w1de range of student misbehavior, involving both serious and minor 1nfract10ns
& 1

i Parerits are ofteh strenuously opposed to.this form of sanction .and assert that the student's’

educational rights coverall activities conducted by the school. Tpey further contend that' restnctlng
the student from participation in activities, such as athletics, could ]eopardnze the student’ s chances
for furthering his 01/ her education and could have a decided impact on’ career oppdrtunities

o

later in. hfe V( : A Y ‘ & - -
- / .

" Where these restrxctlons are practlced they are frequently not suppOrted by the’ total staff.
Faculty sponsors “of extracurricular activities are quick to point gut that these prohibitions only
penalize students who have chosen to engage in an activity. Students- who do not patticipate
in social or extracurricular functions have to be punished differently for the same offense. The
, critics of this dlsC1plmary practice would urge that restrictions on student.. artmpatnon in these
act1v1t1es be hmnted to. offenses directly mvolvmg the social or extracumc ar function, not as

. st N T —
‘a- penalty for unrelated mlscgndtjckt\ ST =~ ”\‘*\\w* ST
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2. Where students commit senou§ acts of I’ﬂlSCOﬂdUCt whlchvwarrant their removal.,,from )
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Reco’mmendati_orts

’
e Fly l

Participation in social ‘or extracurricular activities should be considered a privilege rather
]han a right. Since individuals who engage in these activities frequently have the honér of
‘representing their school before the public, the school has an obligation to see that these students
exhibit the. type of behavior and responsibility befitting tlns privilege.

!

2. Although these disciplinary restrictions may be particularly effective in detern'ng student
_misconduct, a schovdl should limit the use of these to severe offenses which require stringent
disciplinafy action. In addition, a sehool‘should publish_beforehand those actions which will result
in this type of prohibition so that students, parents and the entire school community are aware -
of the consequences of certain types of misconduct. .
3. School .personnel should only impose restrictions on students participating in social or
extracurncular activities where they are clearly provided for and regulated by schoel policy. Where
there are violations of school rules which call for such prohibition as a disciplinary response,
great care should be taken to see that this action 1s uniformly and consistently applied to
dll offending students In develgping this policy, the administration and the board should serously
consider the ramifications of this form of dlsmplme on the student's overall development
Responsibility and Discipline for Students
Beyond Comp.ulsor}i School Age
Issue - . .
L : i ', ~
In Pennsylvania, 17 has been designated as the age at which students are no longer requu'ed
by law to attend school. This age, however, is in no way intended to delimit the student's right
to an educatidn, which may be exercrsed le the mdmdual reaches the age of 21. The four
years between age 17 and 21, therefore represent a. perlod in which students remain 1n school
not because they are compelled to do so, but rather becaus? they freely choose to be there.
, . . \ N

A school has a nght to expect that as students approach h’e\ag\e of 17, they should exhibit
more matyre ‘behavior and in tum be more accountable for the consequences of their,actions.
New nghts and freedoms acquired-as the student approaches adulthood always carry wrth them
an added .measure - of responsrblllty SN AN t - -

T v Wy
e

" This would seem  to be especrally true of 18-year-olds, who now have the pfight to vote
and to exercise other 1mportant prerogatives accompanying the age of legal ma]gnty
Tﬁere are always however, a small mmdnty of 1older students who fail t& accept this
respo?l‘?tbllrty Some of the disciplinary actions avallaBle for younger students are iappropriate
for. older ones, especially those actlons which mrght be applied in cases of chronic nonattendance,
fardiness or violations of a less senous nature. .

In short, this issue may be summarized in the form of a question.- Do the school's rules
of student_conduct and discipline apply equally to students 17 years old or older and, therefore,
beyond compulsory .attendance age?

AN




. Recommendatmns \ ' ) . - ) .
1. "School rules and dlsc1pllndry procedures should -apply equally to all students. Even
though sttdents over the age of 17 are not rgquired to be in school, they are still entrtled to
all of tlie due process guarantees avallable to other students. ,

"’ In dealing w1th students of compulsory attendance age, the school has the obhgatlon

to’ exhaust all other drscrphnary options before the student is excluded from school. For older ‘

. students who should assume more responsibility for their behavior, frequent or serious misconduct
* of the same type could warrant” a srngular action by the board for the 1nd1vrduals removal from

school, . _ e
3 Whete schools hold Kigher expectat'ions'doncermng the behavior of older students or
.apply disciptinary- options in a different manner for this group, theSe facts should be clearly

conveyed to students and parents. , i -
Consistency snd Faimess in Discipline .
Issue = L ‘ .

"
v -
¢ +

Certain very obvious parallels exist between- our criminal justice sy$tem and the disciphine
system 1n our schools. Whether they are administered in the courtroom by the judge or in the
classroém by the teacher, both systems dttempt to bring about responsibile behavior by carefully

N deﬁmng unacceptable acts and by prescribing the1r consequences g -

The common elements shared by the criminal justice and school discipline systems give rise
to similar problems. One is the issue of consistency. A major area of controversy.in .our justice
system centers around the broad discretion allowed in the sentencing 6f offenders. This
considerable latitude not only results in identical violations recerving very different punishments,
but also produces what many feel are mlsmafches between the ‘seriousness of the offense and

. the severity of the penality.

It i§ not, unsommon to hear students and parents criticize the appllcatlon of discipline m

the sehools on the same basis. They assert that the rules for student conduct are ambiguous

and .inconsistently admiristered and that the penalties for breaking these rules are not appled |

tion, every effort should be wwade to assure that an -evenhanded, reasonable and co’nslstent
ch to discipline is always practiced. These factors are essentlal if the system is to command
the \respect and confidencé necéssary to -make it work. 1

\ equally to all students. i . _
\
Even tﬁ(l)ugh the concept of equg justice for all 1s ofte%drfﬁcult to realize in the school
a
e

The task force acknowledges the need for teachers and administtators to exercise discretion
in dealing with student misconduct. A ngid system of mandatory discipline responses for certain
offenses seldom Broves workable because it fails to recognize, the specific élrcumstanqgs surrounding
some instances of misconduct. On thé other hand, d1sc1phne administered on a case-by-case basis

- With con81derable flexibility of response is often inconsistent, inappropriate and inequitable.,
o

Ty




i In consideration of the lunrtations inherent in either of these approaches to discipline, the
“fask force makes the following recommendations; . i )

. 1. Conductand drscrphne codes should exphcrtly define unacceptable stugent behavror
and should carefully describe the disciplinary actions attached to-each incident of, miscondWet.
Where several options might be appropriate for the same type of offense, th‘e crrcum tan(:es under‘
which each would be applred should be noted. .-

-
-

2. Fixed responses should be prescribed for certain offenses. The more serious kinds of
misconduct generally should elicit the ;same type of action in each instance. Biscretion in
administering ihe recommended pumshment slrould be applred only in unusual c1rcumstances

] 37 Every effort should be made to av&l situations which 1mply preferential treatment
in the admunistration of dlscrplme Policies and practices should apply equally to all'students.
ad 7 < . fl
4. All school staff members should know the student conduct and drscrphne code and
should use it consistently in all cades of student misconduct. Violations of the code should never
be ignored. and all offendérs should be deal$ with in a manner consistent with the code.

- L X
«
N
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DEVELOPING A LOCAE STUDENT : :
. . "DISCIPLINE AND CONDUCT CODE R

There 1s little consensus among educators co)rcemxng th?‘ﬁa logrcal and edueatronal factors

. which have contribated to the de terioration of” student conduct and the géneral "breakdown in

disciphne in some schobls. It is not surpnsing, therefore, that there are many opinions regarding

the necessary steps which must be taken to restore positrve and responsible behavior on the part
of students . . L L o

(omplex as” this problem appears, most 1nd1v1duals who have had to deal with it on a
day-to-day basis are 1n agreement concerning one eSsential step which must be taken in seeking
a solution. This essential step involves the development and application of & soundly concezve
comprehenswe,,pode for student conduct and discipline. Y

e : ) S

It was within this context that the task force chose as its first prioNty the development
of a set of guidelines which would help schools prepare theif own codes. The format of this
document suggests only a framework around which more complete local policies and practices
could be constfuoted to meet the unique Meeds and expectations of each school commumity

In urging the preparatron of a student d1sc1plme and "conduct code by each dlStn'ct ‘the
task force members did not labor under the illusion that this activity represented the ultimate
answer to the problem of student discipline. In g situation where the causes are many and the
cures few, ‘where progress must be realized in small increments, they reasoned that the development
of a constructive document on dlsmphne and conduct répresented one actrvrty which could prove |
srngularly effective in a variety of local settings. . &

The task force members felt that Several implementing recommendatlons were requlred to
assist local drstncts in their efforts if the guidelines were to have the desired impact.

1
.
. . . -
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1 Each SL.hOOl district 1s urged to review 1ts existingsdisciphne system dnd to frame a
code of student conduct cansistent with the "basic coneepts outhned m the guidelines. Consistency
should be balunced. ljowever, with the demands of the local situation so that the integnty of
s the local school and the relevancy of the discipline codé? wm be mauﬁqined % K

L . .
2 In framing the new conduct code. tht.re should be 1nvolvemegot of the elmre school :
community. ranging from total admimstrative commument to student participation.” Above all, .
real participation by the school's faculty 15 an essential ingredient 1n thL overall syccess, of the
prOJect

-

- . ¢ )y,

The finished product should not be reduced to a catalague of "thou shalt nots” but
should also stress positive behaviors exputud of theeresponslblc student Praetlcal stdnddrds rg‘ther

\ than 1(|ﬁlft@‘gerr’nrtr7’n‘rons—should be - the measure—herc— ’ ,
4 I‘he "b’bard should adopt the code as_school policy. Prior to board adoptnon however
. the ‘document,should be presented a't;q the . schodl soljeitor for review and shiould .be Qfoadly
‘ circulated to the school commumty fox:jts reactlon

§
’ -

S. Upon adoption. the LOdC should be made avagable to all members of the séhool
community 1n order to familianze them with the contenty of the document and the hnes of
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‘pnor to the code's mtplemen.tatnon . 7
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As a parting note, there was some concem é)pressed by all members of the task f&rc?:’ithat‘
some may choose to iterpret these guidelines 1n a tarrow perspective without taking into aecount .
the ever-present ramifications o mndividual disgplingry situations as they anse in a local school
[ district. Not one task force member saw the elines as prescibing an ironclad system of
mtractxons and punishments to be meted out in a computer-like fashion by the $chbol's
administrators Rather, these guidelines were seen as an impetus towards the development of focal
student conduct codes designed to create a spirit of fuirness and equity in the tcachers_ and

. admimstrators and to nurture a positive student attatude toward disciphne which would enhanue
/ " the: overall. learning climate in the schools. In underliming the role of the' principal, the task fOl’L(f
members saw no substitute for th@ 1%00(1 building administrator who has the abihty to translafe s

";' the guidelines into action with a geuine sense of compdsslon “and openness towards faeul\y, and
students alike. .

.
LI S

inally, the task f‘orce members would hke to envision the proposed guidelines as'helpmg
good P®ministrators and teachers to make dlfﬁcult judgments in dealing with errant beha,vxor
on the part of a minority of students and thus freemg them to get about the business of eduwtmg
1 the truly responsible students ©o- -
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puthont) m the school’s dlscxplme system A full ?rogr‘l “of staff in-service should be hddy - /
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